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Orton-Gillingham-based Strategies (Unbranded) 

Effectiveness 1 No studies of unbranded Orton-Gillingham-based strategies that fall within the scope of the Students with 

Learning Disabilities review protocol meet What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) evidence standards. The lack of 
studies meeting WWC evidence standards means that, at this time, the WWC is unable to draw any conclusions 
based on research about the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of unbranded Orton-Gillingham-based strategies 
for students with learning disabilities. 



Program Description 2 Orton-Gillingham is a broad, multisensory approach to teaching 

reading and spelling that can be modified for individual or group 
instruction at all reading levels. Teaching sessions are action 
oriented with auditory, visual, and kinesthetic elements reinforc- 
ing one another. The approach targets persons with the kinds of 
language processing problems (reading, spelling, and writing) 



associated with dyslexia. This report focuses on unbranded 
interventions that are based on general Orton-Gillingham prin- 
ciples and interventions that combine multiple branded products 
based on Orton-Gillingham principles. For individual branded 
products based on Orton-Gillingham principles, please refer to 
the Students with Learning Disabilities topic area page . 3 



1. The studies in this report were reviewed using WWC Evidence Standards, Version 2.0 (see the WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook, Chapter III), 
as described in protocol Version 2.0. 

2. The descriptive information for this approach was obtained from a publicly available source: the approach’s website (www.ortonacademy.org, down- 
loaded March 2010). The WWC requests developers to review the program description sections for accuracy from their perspective. Although there is 
no developer for this approach, the WWC requested that the Orton Academy, which certifies Orton-Gillingham teachers and maintains professional and 
ethical standards for the practice of this approach, review the description for this report. Further verification of the accuracy of the descriptive informa- 
tion for this approach is beyond the scope of this review. The literature search reflects documents publicly available by October 2009. 

3. Other WWC intervention reports related to the multisensory Orton-Gillingham approach include Alphabetic Phonics, Barton Reading & Spelling 
System®, Fundations®, Herman Method™, Wilson Reading System ®, Project Read®, and Dyslexia Training Program. 
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Program Description 
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The WWC identified 31 studies of unbranded Orton-Gillingham - based strategies for students 
with learning disabilities that were published or released between 1989 and 2009. 



None of the 31 studies meet WWC evidence standards with 
or without reservations. 



Six studies are within the scope of the Students with 
Learning Disabilities review protocol but do not meet WWC 
evidence standards. 

• Four studies use a quasi-experimental design in which 
the analytic intervention and comparison groups are not 
shown to be equivalent. 

• For two studies, the measures of effectiveness cannot be 
attributed solely to the intervention since there was only 
one unit assigned to one or both conditions. 



Twenty-five studies are out of the scope of the Students 
with Learning Disabilities review protocol and are ineligible 
for review. 

• Eleven studies were not primary analyses of the effective- 
ness of an intervention. 

• Eleven studies do not use a comparison group. 

• Three studies have samples that are not aligned with the 
protocol— the sample includes less than 50% students 
with learning disabilities. 



Studies that fall outside the Students with Learning Disabilities 
review protocol or do not meet evidence standards 
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treatments for dyslexia: Critical review. Journal of Child Neurol- 
ogy, 79(10), 744-758. The study is ineligible for review because 
it is not a primary analysis of the effectiveness of an interven- 
tion, such as a meta-analysis or research literature review. 

Arndt, E. J. (2006). Orton-Gillingham approach. Tallahassee, FL: 
Florida Center for Reading Research. The study is ineligible 
for review because it is not a primary analysis of the effective- 
ness of an intervention, such as a meta-analysis or research 
literature review. 

Baker, J. M. (1995). Inclusion in Minnesota: Educational experiences 
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for review because it does not use a comparison group. 

Bas, 0. (2008). Teaching literacy with multisensory approach to a 
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disorder (ADD): A case study. Cagdas Egitim Dergisi, (351), 
21-27. The study is ineligible for review because it does not 
use a comparison group. 

Beale, I. L. (1995). Learning disabilities: Current status and future 
prospects. Journal of Child & Family Studies, 4(3), 237-277. 
The study is ineligible for review because it is not a primary 
analysis of the effectiveness of an intervention, such as a 
meta-analysis or research literature review. 

Bentum, K. E., & Aaron, P. G. (2003). Does reading instruction in 
learning disability resource rooms really work?: A longitudinal 
study. Reading Psychology, 24{3), 361 . The study does not 
meet WWC evidence standards because it uses a quasi- 
experimental design in which the analytic intervention and 
comparison groups are not shown to be equivalent. 
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drill on reading skills. Unpublished master’s thesis, Gratz 
College, Melrose Park, PA. The study is ineligible for review 
because it does not use a comparison group. 
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